


Comment #8: The FS does not provide a basis for the inclusion of a minimum DO limit of 5.0 mg/1.
The Town asserts that there is no reasonable basis for inclusion of a DO limit as there are no data
to suggest that this limit will be violated. The Town requests that the DO limit be removed from
the permit. o

Response: Minimum dissolved oxygen limits are frequently included for discharges to effluent
dominated streams to prevent dissolved oxygen sags in the vicinity of the discharge. The 11m1t is
established to ensure that levels will not drop below the mstream standard.

Comment #9: We request that this permit include the same allowance that the Town may request
for reduced whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing monitoring frequency after one year provided the
effluent from the new facilities does not show any positive toxicity result during a one year period.

Response: This allowance has been added to the final permit stating that WETT requirements may
be reduced after at least four tests are completed and reviewed.

Comment #10: The draft permit does not specify what is excessive I/I. Please explain what
constitutes an excessive quantity.

Response: EPA defines excessive I/l as " the quantities of 1/I which can be economically
eliminated from a sewer system as determined in a cost-effectiveness analysis that compares the
costs for correcting the I/I conditions to the total costs for transportation and treatment of the I/1."
As a quantitative measure, according to the MA DEP’s guide for the Design of Wastewater
Treatment Works  (Publication TR-16), a normal range of infiltration'to a POTW is 250 - 500
gpd/inch diam/mile of sewer (0.24 - 0.48 cubic meters /cm of pipe diam/km/day). In designing a
POTW, infiltration rates above these levels could be allowed with proper documentation.
Therefore, these figures could be used as guidance. Determinations of excessive I/1 should consider
impacts related to groundwater and stream flow depletion and the ehmma’uon of all sanitary sewer
OverﬂOWS G [RAE

Note: When Northbridge’s permit was drafted in December of 1998, the town was in the process
of discontinuing its on site disposal of sludge generated at the plant: The Town now contracts with
New England Treatment Company (NETCO) to haul its sludge away and incinerate it at its Rhode
Island facility. The Town is in the process of closing or capping of its on-site disposal area and the
section of the permit which spells out requirements related to on-site disposal will not apply.
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E) Comments submitted by the Town of Grafton’s Wastewater Treatment Plant on 2/12/99:

Comment #1: It does not appear reasonable to require the Grafton facility to remove phosphorus
when the UBWPAD is not prepared to remove phosphorus at.this time. The consumption of
resources for the removal of the phosphorus include aluminum, sulfur and energy associated with
pump operation and control systems, the extra fuel for transporting:the increased sludge to the
UBWPAD and the extra fuel and conditioning chemicals required at the UBWPAD for incineration
of the sludge. In light of these facts, I feel that it is unreasonable from an environmental point of
view to require this removal.

Response: See response to C.1.

Comment #2: The nitrogen limit’s development seems to neglect the use of a dilution factor.

Response: The ammonia limits are developed from the water quality model and account for
upstream concentrations of ammonia.

Comment #3: There is no basis for TSS limits for June through October.  The limits should be 30
mg/l monthly average and 45 mg/l weekly average. Neither the model nor the WLA contain
analyses for TSS limits. e ‘

Response:  See response to Comment A.12.

Comment #4: The C-NOEC test was added to our draft permit based on a dilution factor of 19:1.
This factor is in conflict with previous dilution factors.

Response: Since the permitted flow was changed to 2.4 MGD, there was a corresponding change
to the dilution factor. The dilution factor calculation was derived from the WLA flows and was
calculated similar to Uxbridge’s 7Q10 flow as shown in Attachment A. Since the dilution available
to your facility is less than 20:1, EPA Region 1 policy requires a quarterly monitoring for C-NOEC.
It is important to note that the majority of the available dilution is effluent from the UBWPAD.

Comment #5: The dilution factor of 28:1 should be used to calculate the TRC limit. TRC from
upstream dischargers would be zero by the time the flows reached Grafton’s discharge, due to the
effects of aeration, sunlight and adsorption by organic matter not previously exposed to the chlorine.
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Response: As previously stated, your higher permitted flow has resulted in the dilution factor of
19:1, with a corresponding decrease in the TRC limit. The revised:7Q10 figure has also reduced
the available dilution. You were granted the higher flow limit 0f2.4 MGD, as you requested in your
last permit application of March 1, 1994. The TRC limit is based on an‘assumption of zero TRC
upstream. ST

Comment #6: Please list a numerical value for excessive I/I. I respectfully reserve the right to
contest the numerical value that you consider excessive. Coe

Response: See response to Comment D.10.

Comment #7: We request a compliance schedule for the development and implementation of the
operational procedures necessary to attain the proposed (ammonia nitrogen) limits. A period of
time to test for and examine how the process control system handles the possible stresses that could
be encountered (in meeting this limit) is necessary.

Response: See response to C.3.

Comment #8: We request the inclusion of effluent trading guidelines in the permit. This trading
should occur between facilities and between facilities and storr water discharges.

Response: See response to Comment A.16.

Comment #9: Further reviews of WLA and the Model are needed. There was only one public
hearing on the Model and the WLA and no public comment meetings were scheduled. I have
concerns regarding the SOD and feel that it was overestimated. I request that you supply us with
documents in narrative form including all necessary schedules, figures and tables for Scenarios 7,8,9
and 9a; please include all calculations, formulae and assumptions used to determine SOD.

Response: This area was covered with the UBWPAD’s comments. - ‘The model has undergone
extensive review including a review be EPA’s Science Advisory Board. There were two public
hearings on the draft permits which included the discussion of the basis for the permit limits. All
figures and tables are included in the WLA report which was provided to all permittees. The report
on sediment oxygen demand rates is included as an attachment.
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F) Comments submitted by the Massachusetts Department of :Fisheries, Wildlife and Law
Enforcement’s Division of Fisheries and Wildlife on 2/16/99:

Comment #1: Generic opposition to the implementation of new-ammonia criteria. By basing its
new ambient water criterion for ammonia on a 20% reduction in survival, growth and/or
reproduction of aquatic life, the EPA has made a radical departure from the goals of state wildlife
agencies concerned about resource protection and restoration. MDFW must go on record as being
strongly opposed to the application of EC20 criterion to wildlife resources managed by this Division.

Response:  The previous criteria were based on chronic values for individual test species that
represented reductions from the control ranging from a few percent to more than 50 percent. The
updated criteria is based on chronic values standardized to a 20 percent change from the control.
The 20 percent is intended to represent a small change while still being statistically significant.
Other conservative assumptions utilized in developing permit limits may reduce the risk associated
with the use of EC20s. For instance, the use of a critical receiving water flow with a recurrence
interval of once every ten years is a conservative assumption relative to an instream criteria that is
not to be exceeded more than once every three years.

Comment #2: The application of the new ammonia criteria require determination by the state of the
presence or absence of sensitive life stages of aquatic organisms and if present, their numbers with
respect to their populations at large. MDFW objects to the issuance of the draft ammonia discharge
limits set at three times existing limits without prior MDFW c'onsultation‘and approval.

Response:  The permit limits for ammonia are more stringent than existing limits and not less
stringent as the comment implies. The draft permit specifically requests input relative to the
appropriate instream numeric criteria that should be used to establish discharge limits. Informal
consultation was conducted with the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife before the
draft permits were issued and further consultation was conducted before the final permits were
issued. EE

Comment #3: MDFW objects to the issuance of new ammonia criteria without an analysis of
affected population metrics to substantiate populations are sustainable under elevated ammonia
concentrations of 10 -15 mg/l N, about 3-5 times higher than'the ¢hronic EC20 value at pH 7.
None of the five draft permits involves any provisions for in-river baseline and subsequent biological
monitoring of impacted populations. '

Response: While there is limited fish population data, there is substantial evidence that the benthic
biological community throughout the Blackstone River is currently impaired. The causes of
impairment are complex and there are many possible sources. There’ are also many efforts ongoing
to control these sources, including the issuance of these penmts whlch Teﬂect areduction in current
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ammonia discharge levels. The WLA is a phased effort that will require \'fo_llow up monitoring once
significant reductions in pollutants have been achieved. EPA will work with MADEP and MDFW
to conduct follow up monitoring with a biological component, including fish population sampling.

Comment #4: The MDFW notes that for 13 out of 15 years between 1979 and 1993, temperatures
exceeded 50 F during April, suitable for spawning of redfin plckerel chain pickerel, yellow perch
and white sucker. Such species are also expected to enter. the main stem in transit between
tributaries during spawning. The draft permits provide no analysm on the sensitivity of early life
stages of these species to the proposed high ammonia concentrations.

Response:  Of the species listed, toxicity data cited in the criteria. document indicates that the
white sucker is the most sensitive. The white sucker has a species mean chronic value at pH=7.0 of
10.4 mg/l. The instream criteria applicable during April is 9.0 mg/l WhJCh is protective of white
sucker early life stages.

Comment#5: MDFW notes for most species, that survival, hatchability and biomass drops off too
sharply not to warrant a daily maximum discharge limit. =~ MDFW is therefore opposed to the
issuance of these permits which require no maximum daily or average weekly discharge limits for
ammonia.

Response: The commenter is correct and in accordance with the criteria document, weekly average
permit limits equal to twice the monthly average limit have been included in the final permits. This
is recommended in the revised the ammonia criteria. The exception to this was that where monthly
average limits of 15 mg/] were established, weekly average limits of 30 mg/l were not established
since it would not be expected that these levels would be approached in the effluent.

Comment #6: The MDFW anticipates the new draft ammonia discharge limits set at 10 -15 mg/l
N will result in ammonia concentrations in excess of EC20 values along the entire Blackstone River
for extended time periods during periods of low flow to the detnment of aquatlc resources.
Response: The water quality modeling conducted md1cates that w1th dilution and instream
nitrification, the ammonia limits will not exceed the apphcable seasonal ambient criteria except in
small localized mixing zones.

Comment #7: The MDFW goes on record with EPA in opposition to the implementation of these
permits which violate important premises of the 1998 EPA guidance document. MDFW further
questions the authority of DEP to make decisions that may adversely 1mpact wildlife resources
without approval from our agency.




Response: It is EPA’s position that, after further consultation with MDFW and MADEP, and
associated changes to the draft permits, that these permits do not-violate premises of the 1998
ammonia criteria document. EPA issues permits in close coordination with MADEP which is
responsible for providing a water quality certification for each permit.: While EPA will not comment
on Massachusetts interagency coordination issues, EPA does value; and will continue to seek,
MDFW’s advice on fishery issues.

G) Comments submitted by the Massachusetts Department -of Fisheries, Wildlife and Law
Enforcement’s Riverways Programs on 2/17/99: :

Comment #1: At the present time, effluent from the UBWPAD’s' WWTP is discharged into a
concrete-lined channel. Other than some chlorine removal, I doubt that significant biological or
other pollution attenuating activity occurs within this channel. If this flow were instead directed
into a constructed wetland, it is highly likely that the same if not better chlorine removal results
would be obtained, along with a beneficial reduction in many other desirable effluent constituents.

Response: Although this proposal does have merit and could further reduce pollutant levels in the
effluent, the EPA and the DEP cannot mandate specific effluent treatment, but have the authority
to set effluent limits which the permittee then has to decide how to comply with.

Comment #2: I would like to encourage the town of Millbury, which will be shutting down its
POTW in the foreseeable future, to naturalize and beautify the site by removing the buildings and
other concrete on the site and replanting the area with suitable vegetation.

Response: This decision is up to the Town and we would encourage you to work with the Town
and other interested local partners to try to agree on a desirable us¢’ for thlS parcel of land once it is
decommissioned. '

Comment #3: I would like to second a suggestion Mike Toomey made at the public hearing on
2/10 that the main stem of the Blackstone River be tested for elevated levels of estrogen, which, if
present, may be disrupting the endocrine systems of fish and'other aquatic organisms, resulting in
substantial impairment of their reproductive and other biological functions.

Response: This type of monitoring is still in the research arena.’ We would encourage you to work
through local and volunteer groups to undertake these types of studies. The Massachusetts EOEA
Blackstone Team is quite active and has created an effective partnershlp of local constituencies
which could offer support or assistance for such efforts.
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Comment #4; We are concerned that there are no daily max limits for BOD, CBOD and TSS which
is standard. Why monitor these parameters only 3 times per week, isn’t daily more typical?

Response: The WLA established average monthly limits only and the permitting regulations do
not require maximum daily limits. However, maximum daily limits can be an important component
of a water quality based permit, in particular for combined sewer facilities that experience extremely
high flows at times. Accordingly, maximum daily limits consistent with the previous permit have
been included in the UPWPAD permit. S

Comment #5: The DO of 5.0 mg/l is too low given this is the state standard. Should be asking
better from the facility. -

Response:  The effluent dissolved oxygen limit is a minimum limit. The limit is designed to
prevent dissolved oxygen sags below the state standard in the immediate vicinity of the discharge
due to mixing with a low dissolved oxygen effluent.

Comment #6: Why is the permitted flow for Uxbridge 2.5 MGD when it is a 2.48 MGD plant.

Response: The previous permit includes a 2.5 MGD monthly average flow limit which will remain
in the final permit. This is essentially the same as the facility listed design flow of 2.48 MGD.

Comment #7: April is a sensitive time in the life cycle of many aquatic organisms. How low a DO
is predicted? Is the low DO predicted for the effluent or for the river itself, because of the waste
stream discharge?

Response: The WLA utilized a single receiving water flow (152 cfs) for the period of November
through May. While the WLA concluded that slightly more stringent ammonia limits would be
necessary in April in order to maintain river dissolved oxygen levels above 5.0 mg/l, receiving water
flows in April are much higher than at other times. Consequently, we are not anticipating dissolved
oxygen violations during April.

Comment #8: For UBWPAD, what percentage of flow is industrial? What is population served
by the plant? Has the septage acceptance ever resulted in problems with any parameters? Is septage
accepted from out of the watershed/service area?

Response: According to Thomas Walsh of the UBWPAD, the current population served by the
plant is about 210,000.  With the planned addition of those currently- served by the Millbury
POTW, that number would approach 220,000. The UBWPAD accepts septage from communities
which are not among its member communities. We cannot defgenniﬁe whether the acceptance of
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septage in and of itself has caused any permit violations. Our records indicate that about 5% of the
flow to the UBWPAD is from significant industrial users.

Comment #9: The flow dilution of 1.1:1 makes it seem like there is 1.1 gallons of effluent for
every 1 gallon of river water and not 56 MGD effluent for the 4.4 MGD river water at 7Q10.

Response: The commenter appears to be correct. The dilution ratid should be 0.1:1 with a dilution
factor of 1.1.  Accordingly, the calculated limits only allow for values of 10% above the criteria
levels were there to be no dilution.

Comment #10: Nitrogen loading is problematic in Narragansett Béy and a TMDL is being done.
Will the permit for the UBWPAD be revised when the TMDL is determ1ned‘7 Is there a time line
for the completion of the TMDL analysis? :

Response: This TMDL is being conducted by the RI DEM. Depending on the findings of this
TMDL, these permits may be modified to reflect its findings. In the interim, monthly nitrate and
nitrite monitoring has been added to the all of the permits except for the UPWPAD, which had
already included such a monitoring requirement .

Comment #11: We feel that the C-NOEC limit should be a minimum of 93%, since at 7Q10 flows
the effluent is greater than 93% of the river, not 90. Also, on Table 1 the NOEC failures are not
listed as violations.

Response: This limit will remain at 90%, as calculated in the fact sheet attachment. When the last
permit for the UBWPAD was issued, the permittee appealed its NOEC limit. This effectively
stayed this limit and it remained a monitor only requirement from that point on.

Comment #12: Why is this facility (UBWPAD) under an enforcement order?

Response: UBWPAD’s enforcement order addressed the mefals cadmium, copper, and zinc and
chronic toxicity exhibited by the effluent. '

Comment #13: Given the nitrogen sensitivity of the ultimate receiving water, Narragansett Bay and
the possibility the nitrogen loading investigations will identify the need to lower the dry weather
loading of nitrogen, should the ammonia limit be 3 mg/l all year long? At the very least, the lower
"summer" limit should begin much earlier than May.
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Response: The ammonia limits have minimal effect on total nitrogen levels reaching Narragansett
Bay. Ammonia limits are achieved at WWTPs through a nitrification process that converts ammonia
to nitrate and nitrite which are still bioavailable forms of nitrogen.

Comment#14: Considering how few users there are for this facility (Northbridge) the flow is high.
What is the industrial contribution in gpd? Why is the number of customers not known?

Response: The permit application asks for a range of users. As of April of 1997, the Town
provided a customer (user) range of 5,000 to 10,000. More recently, the Town has stated that it has
a sewered population of just over 11,000. If Northbridge’s residents consume large amounts of
water contributing to capacity problems at the plant, we would encourage the facility to educate its
users about water conservation measures and how the increased flows eventually may lead to higher
plant costs which could translate to higher user rates. Some of this flow is attributable to infiltration
and inflow (I/I) and we believe the permittee is currently addressing and will continue to work on
measures to reduce these flows to the plant. Annual I/] reporting is required in this final permit.

Comment #15: If Northbridge is a 1.8 MGD plant, why is the flow limit set at 2.0 MGD?

Is this an increase over the existing permit? If so, why increase flows to a plant which is
experiencing problems, has violations of flow and other parameters and is under an enforcement
order?

Response:  The Northbridge WWTP will be undergoing a major upgrade that will result in a
significant reduction in the total pollutant load. The 2.0 MGD limit reflects future capacity needs.

Comment #16:  If Millbury is a 1.2 MGD plant, how can the flow'be increased to 2.7 MGD?
Why was this increase requested and is it justified? The facility has had numerous violations of
many parameters so how can increasing the flow possibly be conmstent w1th water quality standards
and antidegradation? AR

Response: The value of 2.7 MGD represents that which was used in the WLA and which the Town
had previously expected to expand to over a 20 year period. However, since that time, the Town has
voted to and begun to take actions to tie in all of its flows to the UBWPAD. Therefore, the final
permit flow limit has been changed back to 1.2 MGD, to reflect the current flows to the plant.
Accordingly, the TRC limits, which are based on the dilution factor of 53, have been changed to
0.58 mg/l and 1.0 mg/1 for the chronic and acute values, respectively.

21



H) Comments submitted by the Rhode Island Department of EnVironmental Management on
2/19/99: '

Comment #1: The draft permits do not contain any daily maximum limits for CBOD, BOD, TSS
or ammonia. RIDEM suggests that EPA/DEP calculate daily maximum limits for these and all other
parameters. :

Response:  Weekly average limits for ammonia toxicity have been included for all permits as
discussed in response to Comment FS. Maximum daily limits are not required and have not been
developed in the WLA. However, maximum daily limits are important in low dilution situations
and for treatment facilities that experience high wet weather flows. Accordingly, the maximum daily
limits from the previous UBWPAD permit have been retained in the reissued permit.

Comment #2: The WET testing requirement to test for influent and effluent metals, cyanide and
arsenic would be better tracked, via PCS, if it were required in Part IA of the permit. We understand
that this data is not currently entered into PCS and is therefore not readily available to permit writers
for use in reasonable potential analysis.

Response: The WET testing protocols require effluent sampling for several parameters, including
metals, but does not require sampling of the influent or sampling for cyanide or arsenic. At this time,
there are no plans to include this data in the Permit Compliance System. However, WET test results
are incorporated into a MADEP data base along with the effluent monitoring data. The WET
testing results are available for review by anyone at any time.

In addition, the permits for Millbury, Grafton and Uxbridge require that these municipalities
minimize the discharge of metals in their effluent by looking at items such as industrial user input,
corrosion control measures and treatment plant modifications. These issues are to be addressed in
the BMP/ PP plans which are required in the permits. The UBWPAD and the Town of Northbridge
have already undergone these types of efforts to address metals discharges from their plants.

Comment#3: Woonsocket’s draft (and previous) RIPDES permit contains limits for several metals
that are not in any of these draft permits. The fact sheets do not contain any documentation to verify
that there is no reasonable potential to exceed standards for ‘these ‘parameters (e.g hexavalent
chromium, lead, silver and cyanide). = RIDEM would like to see a comparison of all available
effluent data to allowable discharge levels to verify that these permittees have no reasonable
potential to exceed any pollutants that are not included in their permits.
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Response: The WET test chemical analyses do include results for several metals. The UBWPAD
is required in its pretreatment program to do an annual influent and effluent analysis for several
metals and cyanide. Based on available dilution at these plants, only metals limits were warranted
for the UBWPAD and the Northbridge plants. The EPA and DEP typically set metals limits for
those parameters when it is believed that their effluent levels could cause or contribute to water
quality standards violations. Based on review of UB pretreatment reports, it appears that cyanide
in the effluent may have the potential to violate water quality standards. Instream criteria for free
cyanide are 5 ug/l and 22 ug/1 for chronic and acute values, respectively. Therefore, the final permit
has added a monthly monitoring requirement for free cyanide. . .. .

Comment #4: Monitoring requirements for winter levels of phosphorus were not included in the
draft permits. We suggest that year-round monitoring of phosphorus be added to the permits at a
once per month frequency.

Response: EPA agrees with this comment. Winter phosphorus loadings may become an issue if
there is an indication that these loadings are being retained in impoundments and are available to
contribute to algal growth in the summer period. Winter monitoring requirements for phosphorus
have been included in the final permits.

I) Comments submitted by Save the Bay on 2/19/99:

For UBWPAD:

BRI
Comment #1: The final permit should contain an enforceable schedule for the facility to reduce
its I/ problems. Between 1996 and 1997 flow exceeded 80% of the design flow in seven out of the
24 months and exceeded its permit limit 2 times. (Similar comment made for Uxbridge, Grafton,
Northbridge and Millbury) o

Response: Only if the permittee discharged its effluent for 90 ‘éériﬁécutivé dates at greater than
80% of its design flow would it have to take action. If this would-happen, Page 3 of the permit
specifies that the permittee would have to submit a report to EPA and DEP to show how the
treatment plant would maintain satisfactory treatment levels at these increased flows.  However,
there is an annual reporting requirement to describe I/I minimization €fforts by the permitttee. The
UBWPAD and Northbridge plants are undergoing facilities planning which will include a major
effort to reduce infiltration and inflow to their collection systems: “The UBWPAD receives flows
from combined sewerage areas in Worcester and that both Worcester and UBWPAD facilities
planning will address management issues related to wet weather flows to the treatment plant The
EPA and MA DEP will take appropriate actions during the permit téfms if necessary, depending on
what is reported annually by the permittees regarding infiltration and inflow.
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Comment #2: The draft permit lacks daily maximum limits and represents a less stringent permit.
The draft permit’s upper pH limit of 8.3 is also less stringent than the existing permit. These limits
should remain in order to be consistent with anti-backsliding provisions of the CWA.

(Similar comment made for Uxbridge, Grafton, Northbridge and Millbury)

Response: See Response to H.1. The upper pH limit of 8.3 reflects the change in Massachusetts
water quality standards from the previous limit of 8.0.

Comment #3: There are no mass loading limits in the draft as required by 40 CFR 122.45(f).
(Similar comment made for Uxbridge, Grafton, Northbridge and Millbury)

Response:  The final permits include mass limits for BOD, CBOD and TSS which are based on
the permitted flow and concentration limits.

Comment #4: The calculations for metals and TRC should use the 1Q10 stream flow not the 7Q10.
This will give a more appropriate limit based on a worst case dilution scenario of toxics exposed to
aquatic organisms. (Similar comment made for Uxbridge, Grafton, Northbridge and Millbury)

Response: The Massachusetts Water Quality Standards (WQS) incorporate the use of the 7Q10
receiving water flow for determining compliance with ambient criteria. Although national guidance
recommends the use of 7Q10 for establishing chronic toxicity based limits and the use of 1Q10 to
establish acute toxicity based limits, in Massachusetts both limits are based on the 7Q10 flow until
such time as the State WQS are revised to reflect national guidance.

Comment #5: Continuous measurement of TRC should be required instead of one measurement
per day as proposed in the draft. If the effluent were to develop toxic levels of chlorine and
discharged for almost a full day between sampling events it could be devastating to aquatic
organisms that are exposed.  (Similar comment made for Uxbridge, Grafton, Northbridge and
Millbury) R

Response: Generally, the EPA and DEP do not require continuous TRC monitoring, although some
facilities may have this capability. If so, such facilities would have to report the highest of all
sample results in a particular month, since the maximum daily limit is an instantaneous limit.
Each of the final permits has added a requirement that the permittees submit to EPA and DEP a
report which will address how flow variability and chlorine demand variability affect compliance
with the TRC and fecal coliform limits at all times. The goal is for the POTWs to take appropriate
measures and have procedures in place to comply with these limits at all times.
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Comment #6: We recommend that the scope of pollutants which are limited/monitored in the final
permit be expanded to include at least limits for silver, lead, mercury, cyanide, nickel and
chloroethylene compounds. These limits are justified due to occasional failures of past toxicity
testing. (Similar comment made for Grafton, Northbridge and Millbury)

Response: See response to H.3.

Comment #7: We recommend at least one time per year an effluent analysis for priority pollutants
listed in 40 CFR 122, Appendix D, tables II and III be perfonﬁed.‘_'(Similar comment made for
Uxbridge, Grafton, Northbridge) ’

Response: It is our experience that these scans do not reveal anything unusual or unexpected for
municipal discharges. Therefore, we will rely on the extensive permit sampling and WET test
analytical results as measures of whether there are elevated levels of metals or other parameters that
could cause or contribute to water quality violations.

Comment #8: The permit should require the plant to be certified as Year 2000 compliant by June
of 1999. This will alert the operator of EPA’s commitment to ensure uninterrupted treatment
operations beyond 12/31/99 and allow time to rectify known or unanticipated problems.

(Similar comment made for Uxbridge, Grafton, Northbridge and Millbury)

Response:  Neither the EPA nor the DEP can require or have any certification procedures in place
for Y2K compliance for permittees. Although we appreciate your mention of this, we can only
encourage the facilities to do what they can to plan for and anticipate any disruptions that may be
caused by the turn of the calendar.

For Uxbridge:

Comment #9: The term excessive I/l needs to be defined. An enforceable schedule should be
incorporated into the permit to ensure that steps are taken to reduce I/I problems if in fact they exist.
(Similar comment made for Grafton) :

Response: See response to comment D.10.

Comment #10: The facility failed one WET test in 1996 Therefore, we recommend that WET

testing be increased to 4 times per year using two species to glve a clearer picture of the effluent’s
toxicity on a seasonal basis.
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